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APPENDIX C

RAIL OPERATIONS


C.1 INTRODUCTION 

This appendix describes SEA’s data collection and analysis of rail operations in the area affected 
by the Proposed Action and Alternatives.  This appendix provides an analysis of the train traffic 
within the Bayport Loop and the traffic that BNSF projects that it would capture. It explains how 
SEA estimated the current average number of trains per day for each of the affected rail lines and 
the average train lengths. The existing average daily train traffic and train length are also used in 
the analysis of hazardous materials transportation, grade crossing delay and safety, pipeline 
safety, and noise. The appendix explains how SEA assessed the effects of adding two additional 
trains to these lines. In addition, this appendix includes the two legal agreements prohibiting 
PTRA from accessing the Bayport Loop or allowing others to access the Bayport Loop from 
PTRA tracks and a November 7, 2002 letter from UP which describes the existing rail operations 
in the Houston area. 

C.2 ANALYSIS OF TRAFFIC GENERATED BY THE BAYPORT LOOP 

To verify BNSF’s traffic projections, SEA utilized the Board’s waybill sample. The waybill 
sample is an annual sample of freight movements that originate and terminate on railroads in the 
U.S. The waybill sample data show the number of carloads per day that originated or terminated 
from a certain point on the rail network. A carload is defined as a loaded rail car containing a 
product.  Because the waybill only accounts for loaded rail cars, it can be reasonably assumed 
that an equal number of empty rail cars also pass through the same point each day. Table C-1 
shows the waybill sample data for carloads originating and terminating in the Bayport Loop. 
Table C-1 separates carloads into hazardous and non-hazardous categories and shows the average 
number of carloads originating or terminating in the Loop each day, based on 365 days of 
operations per year. This information is provided for the most recent years available:1  1998, 
1999, and 2000. The waybill sample data show that the Applicants’ projections of capturing 
between 36 and 66 carloads per day is reasonable because that would equal between 28 and 
51 percent of the total Bayport Loop traffic. 

In addition, UP provided, in its November 7, 2002 letter, information on the number of rail cars 
that it handled on the Bayport Loop between 1999 and mid-2002. This information is shown in 
Table C-2. UP developed this information using internal UP transportation data and the Board’s 
waybill sample. Note that the information in Table C-1, showing the Board’s waybill sample 
data, includes only loaded cars. 

The data supplied by UP show a slightly higher daily average number of rail cars originating and 
terminating in the Bayport Loop than the Board’s waybill sample data. Using UP’s data, the 
Applicants would still need to operate only two trains per day, on average, to accommodate up to 
50 percent of the Bayport Loop rail traffic, if they were to capture this share of the traffic. Using 

1 At the time the analysis was initiated. 
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Table C-1

Bayport Loop Waybill Sample Data


Year 

ORIGINATING CARLOADS 

Annual Non-Hazmat


Annual Hazmat


Annual Total


Average Total Carloads per Day


Average Hazmat Carloads per Day


Percent Hazmat


TERMINATING CARLOADS 

Annual Non-Hazmat*


Annual Hazmat


Annual Total


Average Total Carloads per Day


Average Hazmat Carloads per Day


Percent Hazmat


TOTAL CARLOADS 

Annual Non-Hazmat


Annual Hazmat


Annual Total


Average Total Carloads per Day


Average Hazmat Carloads per Day


Percent Hazmat


2000 1999 1998 

27,900 28,076 21,256 

5,360 7,020 8,680 

33,260 35,096 29,936 

91 96 82 

15 19 24 

16% 20% 29% 

9,872 9,664 11,844 

3,960 2,360 320 

13,832 12,024 12,164 

38 33 33 

11 6 1 

29% 20% 3% 

37,772 37,740 33,100 

9,320 9,380 9,000 

47,092 47,120 42,100 

129 129 115 

26 26 25 

20% 20% 21% 

*	 USDOT does not classify glycols as hazardous material. The Applicants added 2,500 carloads of glycols to 

their hazardous materials estimate because USEPA classifies glycols as hazardous material. The 2,500 

carloads of glycols are not part of the hazardous materials carloads in the W aybill sample because of USDOT ’s 

classification system. 

Bayport Loop Build-Out C-2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



Appendix C: Rail Operations 

Table C-2

UP Bayport Loop Rail Car Data


Year 
per Year 

(Loaded and 
Empty) 

per year 
(Loaded)* 

Rail Cars 
(Loaded and 

Empty) 

Rail Cars 
(Loaded)* 

1999 108,586 54,293 297 149 

2000 110,275 55,138 301 151 

2001 104,575 52,288 287 144 

First Half 2002 56,146 28,073 310 155 

Total Rail Cars 
Total Rail Cars 

Average Daily 
Average Daily 

*	 SEA derived these loaded rail car estimates by dividing the number of loaded and empty rail cars, supplied by 

UP, by two. This enables comparison with the waybill sample data in Table C-1. 

the data in Table C-2 for the first half of 2002, a potential 50 percent share of the business for the 
Applicants would equate to an average of two trains per day with an average of 78 rail cars each. 

C.3	 ESTIMATING THE AVERAGE DAILY TRAIN TRAFFIC ON AFFECTED RAIL 
LINES 

Information on average train traffic for the affected rail lines provides an important baseline input 
for SEA’s analysis. During the scoping period for the Draft EIS and in the course of its analysis, 
SEA relied on several sources of information on daily train traffic on the rail lines affected by the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives. SEA also conducted several field trips to the project area to 
count rail traffic. 

SEA reviewed information filed by both BNSF and UP on rail operations, the Board’s waybill 
sample for the Bayport Loop, TxDOT data, FRA data, the UP/SP merger operating plan, a 
commodity flow study prepared by the Deer Park Local Emergency Planning Committee, and the 
Shoal Point Container Terminal EIS. These data sources are described in more detail in Section 
C.3.2. The train traffic information provided by these sources indicated a range of traffic 
volumes on any given line. Indeed, the range of train traffic volume illustrates the fluctuations in 
daily traffic operating in the Houston area and indicates that rail traffic does not remain constant 
over time. Rail lines around Houston experience fluctuations averaging several trains a day due 
to dispatching priorities, line and signal system maintenance, and rail congestion. Differences in 
annual data are attributable to differing methods of data collection and submission, as well as 
fluctuations in traffic flows caused by economic conditions, seasonal commodity flows, and 
contract awards to other railroads. 

Because of the complexity of the Houston area, SEA had difficulty determining the routing of the 
existing UP Bayport Loop traffic for the purpose of establishing the No-Action Alternative. 
Therefore, SEA wrote to UP, the owner of the affected rail lines, in a letter dated September 6, 
2002, with a request to provide rail operations information. (UP’s November 7, 2002, letter 
responding to this request is attached to this Appendix.) SEA also took the opportunity to ask for 
rail traffic data on all of the lines affected by the Proposed Action and Alternatives. UP 
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responded with a concerted, time consuming effort to determine representative rail operations 
data and provided operational data from May 2002 for the affected rail lines. UP was unable to 
fulfill all of SEA’s data request because it does not maintain data in all of the categories for all of 
the lines. To compile the information, UP used Automatic Equipment Identification (AEI) 
readers and Computer Aided Dispatching (CAD) sources or estimates by railroad transportation 
managers for train movements that are regularly scheduled over a segment. UP stated that the 
May 2002 data were representative of current rail operations in the Houston area.  UP also 
indicated that their May 2002 information is more specific than the information that they supply 
to FAA and TxDOT, because UP took extra steps to compile the May information for specific 
segments. Using that level of effort on a state-wide or national basis to compile information for 
TxDOT and FRA would be impracticable. SEA verified UP’s data through comparison with the 
other data sources and through discussions with BNSF and PTRA. 

SEA decided to use the UP May 2002 rail operations data as the baseline for its analysis in the 
Draft EIS. UP was unable to provide the average number of rail cars per train for several 
segments. SEA used a combination of best professional judgment, and BNSF and PTRA 
information to fill the gaps in UP’s data. Where the data concerned BNSF or PTRA trains, SEA 
obtained information directly from those railroads. Where the data were unavailable for UP 
trains, SEA used best professional judgment, based on UP, BNSF, and PTRA data for 
surrounding rail lines and likely destinations of trains to select an appropriate average number of 
rail cars per train. 

The values for the average number of hazardous materials cars per train, presented in Table C-3 
include loaded and empty railcars. DOT regulations establish that a railcar that is used for 
transportation of hazardous materials is considered as a hazardous materials container even when 
it is empty, unless it has been cleaned in accordance with the respective DOT standards. 
Therefore, the railroads typically include both loaded and empty railcars in their statistics of 
hazardous materials railcars. 

SEA obtained information regarding the quantities of hazardous materials transported along the 
different segments considered under the Proposed Action and Alternatives from several sources 
in addition to the information supplied by UP. The Applicants indicated that an average of 
21 percent of all the cars in BNSF trains in the Houston area are used to transport hazardous 
materials. The Applicants also indicated that approximately 58 percent of those hazardous 
materials railcars are empty. SEA assumed that for all non-BNSF trains, approximately 
50 percent of all hazardous materials railcars are empty. UP provided information on the average 
number of hazardous materials railcars per train for the Bayport Industrial Lead, the Strang 
Subdivision, and the GH&H Subdivision between Graham Siding and Tower 30. For the 
remaining UP segments subject to analysis, SEA assumed that the average number of hazardous 
materials railcars per train was proportional to the weighted average percentage of hazardous 
materials railcars determined based on the information provided by UP for the Strang 
Subdivision and the GH&H Subdivision. For the PTRA trains that travel parallel to the Strang 
Subdivision and share segments of track, SEA assumed that the average number of hazardous 
materials railcars per train was proportional to the average percentage of hazardous materials 
railcars for the UP and BNSF trains traveling along the Strang Subdivision. For the Tex Mex 
Beaumont to Laredo train traveling along the Terminal and Lafayette Subdivisions, SEA 
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Table C-3

Baseline Rail Operations Data Used in Draft EIS


Rail Line Segment 

Bayport Loop - South End 

Bayport Loop - North End 

Bayport Industrial Lead

(Strang Yard to North End of

Bayport Loop)


Strang Sub.

(Strang Yard to Pasadena

Junction)


Strang Sub.

(Pasadena Junction to Sinco

Junction)


Strang Sub.

(Sinco Junction to Tower 30)


GH&H Line

(Graham Siding to Tower 30)


GH&H Line

(Tower 30 to Tower 85)


East Belt

(Tower 85 to Tower 87)


Average Number of 
Average Number of 

Average Number 

Rail Cars Per Train 
of HazMat Cars 

Trains Per Day Per Train
(Loaded and Empty) 

(Loaded and Empty) 

UP 7.4 21.7 5 

UP Local 3.1 21.7 5 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

10.5 21.7 5 

UP 7.4 43.4 10 

UP Local 3.1 21.7 5 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

10.5 37 8.5 

UP 7.4 43.4 10 

UP 7.8 42.3 15 

BNSF 0.3 30.5 6.4 

PTRA 4 30 8.5 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

12.1 37.9 12.4 

UP 7.8 42.3 15 

BNSF 5.3 30.5 6.4 

PTRA 7 47.9 13.5 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

20.1 41.1 12 

UP 7.8 42.3 15 

BNSF 5.3 30.5 6.4 

PTRA 0 0 0 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

13.1 37.5 11.1 

UP 3.4 53.5 9.5 

UP 4.1 53.5 16.1 

BNSF 0.9 70 14.7 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

5 56.5 16.1 

UP 14.8 53.5 16.1 

BNSF 10.3 53.5 11.2 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

25.1 53.5 14.1 

Train Length - Feet 
(Based on two 

70' Locomotives 
and 65' Cars) 

1,551 

1,551 

1,551 

2,961 

1,551 

2,545 

2,961 

2,890 

2,123 

2,090 

2,606 

2,890 

2,123 

3,251 

2,813 

2,890 

2,123 

0 

2,579 

3,618 

3,618 

4,690 

3,811 

3,618 

3,618 

3618 
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Table C-3 (continued)

Baseline Rail Operations Data Used in Draft EIS


Rail Line Segment 
Average Number of 

Trains Per Day 

Average Number of 
Rail Cars Per Train 

(Loaded and Empty) 

Average Number 
of HazMat Cars 

Per Train 
(Loaded and Empty) 

Train Length - Feet 
(Based on two 

70' Locomotives 
and 65' Cars) 

Terminal Sub 
(Tower 87 to Dawes) 

UP (includes 
0.9 AMTRAK) 

14.9 66.3 20.9 4,450 

Foreign Freight 5.8 53.1 11.2 3,592 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

20.7 62.6 17.9 4,209 

Lafayette Sub. 
(Dawes to Dayton Junction) 

UP (includes 
0.9 AMTRAK) 

14.9 66.3 20.9 4,450 

Foreign Freight 5.8 53.1 11.2 3,592 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

20.7 62.6 17.9 4,209 

Baytown Sub. UP 7.7 36.7 11 2,526 
(Dayton Junction to CMC 
Plastics Storage Yard) BNSF 7.2 36.7 7.7 2,526 

Total/Weighted 
Average 

14.9 36.7 9.4 2,526 

assumed that the average number of hazardous materials railcars was the same as for the BNSF 
trains that travel along those segments. The AMTRAK trains that travel along the Terminal & 
Lafayette Subdivisions do not transport hazardous materials railcars. SEA determined the value 
for the average number of hazardous materials railcars per train for the UP trains that travel along 
the Terminal and Lafayette subdivisions presented in Table C-3 based only on the UP trains that 
travel along those segments. SEA assumed that the AMTRAK trains have an average of 
16 railcars, including two locomotives. For the purposes of the hazardous materials 
transportation safety analysis presented in Sections 3.2 and 4.2, as well as in Appendix D of this 
document, SEA determined an adjusted average number of railcars, excluding the shorter 
AMTRAK train (e.g., SEA used a value of 69.5 railcars per train in the hazardous materials 
transportation analysis, instead of value of 66.3 railcars per train presented in Table C-3). 

Table C-3 shows the rail operations data that SEA used for analysis in the Draft EIS. 

C.3.1 Development of Average Train Length 

Trains are composed of locomotives and rail cars. For the purposes of the analyses, SEA 
assumed that existing trains in the Houston area operate on average with two locomotives based 
on field observations and that many trains are locals. The typical length of a locomotive is 70 
feet. The length of rail cars varies, depending on materials they are designed to carry. Tank cars 
range from 45 to 55 feet, hopper cars from 60 to 62 feet, freight cars from 50 to 74 feet, and 
cement cars approximately 40 feet or less. All of these types of rail cars are found in the Houston 
area. SEA selected an average rail car length of 65 feet for use in its analyses. Given the mix of 
cars in the Houston area, this is seen as a conservative approximation, which may slightly 
overstate the true average length. 
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For the purposes of various analyses, SEA used the data on the average number of rail cars per 
train for each line that was provided by UP in its November 7, 2002 letter. Where UP did not 
have data on the average number of cars per train, SEA used a combination of other data sources 
and best professional judgment to determine the average number of cars. 

Average Train Length = (Average Number of Rail Cars x 65 feet) + (Two Locomotives x 70 feet) 

The average number of rail cars per train varies for the different rail lines affected by the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives. Therefore, the average train length also varies for each rail 
line. 

C.3.2 Other Sources of Rail Operations Data 

SEA collected train traffic data from the FRA and TxDOT, which maintain information on train 
movements over grade crossings. These data are periodically updated, through submittals from 
the railroads. Railroads send updates on a quarterly and annual basis. UP submits information 
based on the maximum number of movements of a week over a segment of track for all its grade 
crossings rather than an average number, unless a specific analysis of an individual grade 
crossing has occurred. The age of the data in the FRA database varies and the train numbers 
presented below represent more recent entries, although some date to 1999 and earlier. Train 
traffic numbers derived from the FRA database are presented in Table C-4. 

SEA also collected train traffic information from TxDOT.  TxDOT receives data from the FRA 
and the railroads. These data show daily train counts on rail lines with grade crossings. The data 
may contain an average of several years of train traffic information. As with the FRA data, the 
railroads may supply specific information about train movements over a particular grade 
crossing, when requested by TxDOT. Train traffic numbers derived from TxDOT are also 
presented in Table C-4. 

Rail Traffic Counts in Field 

SEA conducted several field trips to the project area to count trains over a series of 24 hour 
periods on the existing rail lines that would be affected by the Proposed Action and Alternatives. 
Between March 12 and 16, 2002 and between April 2 and 4, 2002, SEA performed monitoring of 
the rail operations along the UP GH&H line and the UP Strang Subdivision. The purpose for the 
monitoring was to establish a sample of the current level of traffic moving over portions of the 
Build Alternatives, the No-Build Alternative, and the No-Action Alternative. The results 
represent selected operations at a given point in time and, though not intended to be 
comprehensive, provide an indication of current train movements. Teams consisted of five to six 
people. 
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Table C-4

Daily Train Counts


Data Sources 

Shoal 

UP1 UP2 FRA3 TxDOT4 SEA5 Point 

DEIS 

Bayport Industrial Lead 7.4 14 

Strang Subdivision 12.1 12 4-13 

(Strang Yard to Pasadena Junction) 

Strang Subdivision 20.1 20 19 

(Pasadena Junction to Sinco Junction) 

Strang Subdivision 13.1 14 4-27 

(Sinco Junction to Tower 30) 

GH &H Line 3.4 8-9 4 4-7 5.5 8 

(Graham Siding to Tower 30) 

GH &H Line 5 4 2-10 8 

(Tower 30 to Tower 85) 

East Belt 25.1 27 9-34 

(Tower 85 to Tower 87) 

Terminal Subdivision 20.7 16 

(To wer 87 to Daw es) 

Lafayette Subdivision 20.7 16 

(Dawes to Dayton Junction) 

Baytown Subdivision 14.9 

(Dayton Junction to CMC Plastics Storage Yard) 

1 Letter from UP to SEA dated November 7, 2002. 

2 UP filing before the Board, FD No. 34079, October 9, 2001. 

3 FRA grade crossing database. Includes counts for day and night trains and switching. 

4 Based on inventory or AEI scanning data for selected locations. Presented as a range because some count 
information includes trains only while other information also includes switching. 

5 SEA field work. 

The two lines that were monitored were: 

1) the UP GH&H line (as part of the Build Alternatives), and 

2)	 the UP Strang Subdivision (as part of the No-Build and No-Action Alternatives) along with 
the Manchester and Pasadena Subdivisions of the Port Terminal Railroad Association 
(PTRA). 

Approach and Methodology for Rail Traffic Counts in Field 

The approach and methodology utilized by the rail operations monitoring team involved 
monitoring each of the designated lines for two periods of 24 hours. A pre-printed form was 
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used to record all train movements by line during the monitoring period. The following data 
were collected, whenever possible, for each movement: 

• Time; 

• Train Owner (BNSF, UP, or PTRA); 

• Train Identification (usually the number of the lead locomotive); 

•	 Train Type (mixed freight, intermodal, local, switching, light engine – engines without cars, 
etc.); 

• Direction (railroad direction rather than compass direction); 

• Route (through movement over the same line or the movement from one line to another); 

• Total Cars (the number of cars in the train); 

• Hazardous Materials Cars (the number of cars placarded for hazardous materials in the train); 

• Number of Locomotives (the number of engines, or locomotives, on the train); and 

• Remarks (highway grade crossing blockage time and other pertinent notes). 

The team did not expect to collect all of the data for every train on every line given the 
monitoring conditions and the variety of railroad operations that were expected. Monitoring was 
conducted from public property, which made night monitoring more difficult. The criteria for 
selecting monitoring locations included the safety of the team. Because the Strang/Pasadena line 
monitoring was conducted from some distance away from the tracks, several trains were video 
taped during daylight hours in order to allow counting of hazardous materials cars at a later time. 
The initial briefing for each of the team members stressed accurate counting of the number of 
train movements as the top priority. 

During the monitoring of the GH&H line during March 12 and 16, 2002, the team noted that 
track maintenance work was being performed at Tower 30 on the turnouts to the GH&H as well 
as along the south end of the line. Difficulty was also noted regarding the counting of hazardous 
materials cars due to the train speed at the monitoring location. Based upon the results of the 
initial monitoring of the GH&H line, a subsequent monitoring session was conducted between 
April 2 and 4, 2002, during similar days of the week. 

The four railroad lines were monitored on the following schedule: 

GH&H Initial Monitoring 

5:00 pm on 3/12/02 to 5:00 pm on 3/13/02 and 
8:30 pm on 3/14/02 to 8:30 pm on 3/15/02 

GH&H Subsequent Monitoring 

3:00 pm on 4/2/02 to 3:00 pm on 4/3/02 and 
3:00 pm on 4/3/02 to 3:00 pm on 4/4/02 
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Strang/Pasadena 

2:00 pm on 3/12/02 to 2:00 pm on 3/13/02 and 
11:30 pm on 3/15/02 to 11:30 pm on 3/16/02 

Based upon the sample data collected during the monitoring of train operations, a summary of the 
results is shown in Table C-5. The discussion below describes the results. 

GH&H (Initial Monitoring): 

Traffic involved 5 UP trains during one 24-hour period and 4 UP trains during the next 24-hour 
period for an overall average of 4.5 trains per day. The average number of cars per train was 60. 
Cars containing hazardous materials averaged 21 cars, or 35 percent, per train, based upon the 
second monitoring period only. 

GH&H (Subsequent Monitoring): 

Traffic involved 9 UP trains during one 24-hour period and 4 UP trains during the next 24-hour 
period for an overall average of 6.5 trains per day. The average number of cars per train was 43. 
Cars containing hazardous materials averaged 12 cars per train, or 28 percent. 

Strang Subdivision: 

A total of 44 trains were identified during the two periods for an average of 22 trains per day. Of 
the total, 13 were BNSF, 14 were UP, 11 were PTRA, and 6 trains at night could not be 
positively identified. The number of cars per train were counted on a total of 37 trains. The 
average number of cars per train was 58. The number of hazardous materials cars per train were 
counted on a total of 23 trains. For these 23 trains, the average number of hazardous materials 
cars was 22 per train, or 38 percent. 

C.3.3 Assessment of Capacity 

SEA considered a number of factors in assessing how an increase of two trains per day would 
affect rail line capacity. The capacity of a rail line depends upon the track or tracks, track speed, 
dispatchers, train crews, junctions, and other outside influences. Theoretically, trains could be 
operated all day long with separation for safe braking distance. Practically, trains are not run that 
way. For example, there are single track lines with CTC signaling and passing sidings at 10- to 
20-mile intervals that handle 25 to 30 trains per day. Based on best professional judgment, a 
single track can handle 18 to 20 trains per day without signaling and 25 to 30 with CTC. Double 
track with CTC can handle 70 to 80 trains per day. The capacity of each line is based upon actual 
operations, which are tempered by existing conditions. 
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Table C-5

SEA Field Traffic Count Results


Rail Line 
Period of Trains Ow ner Cars Carloads 

Cars per 

Tra in 

Hazmat 

Carloads 

per Tra in 

% H azmat 

per Tra in 
Tra in 

M ovemen ts 

GH&H 3/12/02 - 3/13/02 5 UP 301 N/A 60 N/A N/A 3 

GH&H 3/14/02 - 3/15/02 4 UP 235 83 59 21 35% 1 

GH&H 4/2/02 - 4/3/02 9 UP 331 50 37 6 15% 0 

GH&H 4/3/02 - 4/4/02 4 UP 226 104 57 26 46% 0 

Strang Subdivision 3/12/02 - 3/13/02 5 BNSF 255 63 51 13 25% 2 

5 UP 265 66 53 13 25% 4 

3 PTRA 174 57 58 19 33% 2 

7* Various N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Strang Subdivision Total 20 694 186 53 14 27% 8 

Strang Subdivision 3/15/02 - 3/16/02 3 BNSF 198 104 66 35 53% 4 

4 UP 253 122 63 31 48% 1 

3 PTRA 177 85 59 28 48% 3 

14** Various 837 N/A 60 N/A N/A N/A 

Strang Subdivision Total 24 1465 311 61 31 50% 8 

24 Hour Number Train Total Hazmat 
Average 

Average 
Other 

*	 Unable to obtain cars and hazmat cars per train for these seven trains and, therefore, they were not included in the calculations of average cars per train and average hazmat 
carloads. They included one BNSF, one UP, two PTRA, and three unidentified trains. 

**	 Unable to obtain hazmat carload counts for these 14 trains and, therefore, they were not included in the calculation of average hazmat carloads. They included four BNSF, 
four UP, three PTRA, and three unidentified trains. These 14 trains had a total of 837 cars. 
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Settlement Agreement Among UP, SP, and PHA Regarding Construction of

Track in Rights-of-Way of LaPorte Line and Bayport Line


November 10, 1995.
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Trackage Rights Agreement Between PHA and UP 
June 26, 2000 
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Letter from UP to SEA regarding rail operations in the

Bayport Loop and Houston area, dated


November 7, 2002
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